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REMARKS 

No claims have been amended, added or cancelled in the present response, 
Therefore claims 1-99 remain pending in the application. Reconsideration is respectfully 
requested in light of the following remarks. 

Section 102^ Refection : 

The Examiner rejected claims 1-11, 19-33, 38-68, 70-77 and 80-99 under 35 
U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Harvey el ah (U.S. Paiem 6,487,583) (hereinafter 
"Harvey' 1 ). Applicants respectfully traverse this rejection for at least the following 
reasons. 

Regarding claim I, Harvey docs not teach a pecr-to-pcer network environment, 
comprising a plurality of peer groups, wherein each peer group comprises a plurality of 
peer group members, and wherein each peer group member comprises a network node 
configured to communicate with other members of its peer group over one or more 
networks; wherein each peer group defines a common set of services available to 
members of that peer group; and wherein a plurality of members of one of said plurality 
of peer groups are configured to share a network service or content with other members 
of said peer group only, so that said peer group defines a limited domain of availability 
for said network service or said content, 

In the Response to Arguments section of the Final Action, the Examiner asserts 
that "Harvey ,sLmcs that the entire architecture could function as either client/server or 
pecr-to-peer." The Examiner has misrepresented the teachings of Harvey. Nowhere does 
Harvey state that his "entire architecture" could functions as pecMo-pccr. To the 
contrary, the only mention of a "peer" or the term "pecr-to-peer" in Harvey is found in 
column 24, lines 17-20, which stales, 'Those skilled in the art will recognize that control 
cojilcUiUernat ivelv he a ccom plished th r ough a pecr- to-peer network or lhrmdL_Qlhgr 
i^imiinjcay^ Clearly, Harvey discloses only that a peer-to-pecr network is one 
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example of a conimuni catjonJink through which a central controller module 115 may 
accomplish control of a user/client computer 1 10 to control multiple player game play, in 
a client/server model. There is nothing in Harvey to teach thai thc^r chilecturc of 
nnrvey^jnfomu uion and A p plication D istributic^Sy.stem (IADS) could function as 
pecr-to-peer. Even if the communication link through which the control functions of 
Harvey are performed was implemented as a pccr-to-pecr communication link (which is 
the most that can be read from Harvey), that would not result in a peer-to-pcer network 
environment having a plural ity of peer g roups , wherein each peer group comprises » 
pluralit y pf peer gro u p members . At most Harvey merely states that a communication 
link for control could be a pecr-to-peer communication link. 

The Examiner further asserts that; 

if the architecture functions as pccr-to-pccr then the control would be 
accomplished through clients instead of a central controller because a 
central controller could noL function under a pcer-to-peer architecture. U 
is obvious to those having skill in the art, as stated by Harvey, to change 
this architecture to pecr-to-peer, Therefore, Harvey can be implemented 
as a peer-to-pecr architecture creating peer groups or communities and 
group members, 

This is blatant hindsight speculation by the Examiner. As discussed above, there 
is nothing in Harvey to disclose ch anging the architecture of Harvey's IADS, and Harvey 
provides absolutely no description whatsoever of how his teachings would be adapted to 
a pccMo-peer architecture. At most Harvey merely states that a communication link for 
control could be a peer-to-pcer communication link. Therefore, there is nothing in 
Harvey that anticipates pecr-to-peer network environment having a nluralUx of ESSE 
groups , wherein each peer group comprises a plurality of peer group members, as recited 
in claim 1. 

In further regard to claim 1, contrary to the Examiner's previous assertion, Harvey 
fails lo disclose, in column 4, lines 20-43 or elsewhere, a peer-to>pecr network 
environment comprising a plurality of peer groups, wherein each peer group comprises a 
phmiiiiy of peer grou p members, and wherein each peer group member comprises a 
network node configured to communicate with other members of its peer group over one 
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or more networks, and wherein each peer group defines a common set of services 
available to members of that peer group, Harvey clearly fails to disclose a plurality of 
peer groups each comprising a plurality of peer group members, wherein each peer 
group defines a common set of services available lo members of that peer group- 
Instead, Harvey discloses an Information and Application Distribution System (IADS) 
that operates, in one embodiment, to "distribute, initiate and allow interaction and 
communication within like-minded communities." Harvey further discloses a central 
controller, a component of the IADS, which "facilitates interaction and introduction 
between and among users/' Harvey nowhere teaches or suggests that the central 
c ontroller functions as a pear gr oup member, nor does Harvey teach or suggest a pecr-to- 
peer relationship between the central controller and the users. Note thai the meaning of 
the terms *peer" and u peer-to-peer" is well understood by those of ordinary skill in art of 
computer network systems. No one of ordinary skill in the art would consider Harvey's 
teachings to pertain to a pecr-to-pcer network environment comprising a plurality of peer 
groups, wherein each peer group comprises a plurality of peer group members, and 
wherein each peer group member comprises a network node configured lo communicate 
with other members of its peer group over one or more networks, and wherein each peer 
group defines a common set of services available to members of that peer group, as 
recited in claim I. Instead, Harvey clearly discloses that the relationship between the 
ce ntral con troller and the users is in accordance with the client/se rv er model in column 6, 
lines 14-49: 

Central contr oller module 115 may function to permit clignts 110 lo 
interact with each other in connection with various applications, 
mcssat>ing services and other services which may be provided through 
IADS^lOO, 

Control controlle r m odule 115 may preferably comprise either a single 
server c omputer or m ultiple server c omputers configured lo appear to 
clien ts I IP as a single resource. Central controller module 115 may 
communicate with a number of data _ s torage mo du.lcs._L5Q. . .Various 
databases may be available in a data storage module 160 as necessary 
depending upon the specific applica tions and ser vic es made ava ilable 
through 1A»S 100 . 
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...data storage module 160 may include files associated with various 
applications which arc accessed by users stationed at^cjients 1 10. 
(emphasis added). 

Thus, it is clear from the above citation thai, rather than disclosing peer groups 
tluu "define a common set of services available to members of that peer group", Harvey 
discloses a server (central controller module 1 15) that provides applications and services 
stored on data sto rage mo du les 160 to clients 11 0 in accordance with a client/server 
model. Even iTUio communication link for control in Harvey was implemented as a peer- 
to-pcer communication link, that would not result in a pecr-to-peer network environment 
having a plural ity or pee r groups, wherein each peer group comprises a plurality of peer 
group me mbers, and wherein each peer groun define s a common set pf serv i c es available 
to me mbers of that peer g roup. Using a pecr-to-peer communication link for control 
(which is the only thing Harvey mentions about pecr-to-peer) would not require pc£[ 
fiLQUP.?. e ach defin ing a common set o f services a va ilable to m em bers ofthcit p c_cxs4EQup. 

In further regard to claim 1, contrary to the Examiner's assertion, Harvey 

fails to disclose, in column II, line 62-column 12, line 5, or elsewhere, that a 

plurality or members of one of the plurality of peer groups are configured to share a 

uetwork service or content with other members of that peer group only, so that said 

peer group defines a limited domain of availability for said network service or said 

content. Instead, in cotumn 11, line 67-column 12, line 5 Harvey discloses that the 

central controller module 1 15 may be provided with a list of users that may access a 

commun ity, and the central controller module 115 may then access that list of users to 

govern access to the community: 

A creator may provide to central controller module 115 a list of team 
members, along with appropriate information, Central controller module 
115 may compare information provided by a user to the information 
provided by a creator, thereby governing access to the community. 

Harvey further discloses that a commu nity is created by a creator via the central 
controller module 11 5 in column 4, lines 24-26: 

A creator accesses a central controlle r over a network to create a 
community using a community creating module, (emphasis added). 
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I larvey further discloses that the commun ity is stored on data storage module 160 
in column f>, lines 59-62: 

As will be discussed in more detail below, according to an embodiment of 
the invention, various communities , clients, subscription objects, 
executable components and other items may be stored in dat a,_stogigc 
module 160, (emphasis added). 

Clearly, Harvey teaches that a community is created by a creator via the central 
controller module 115 and stored on data storage module 160. The creator may provide a 
list of users Lhal have access to the community stored on data storage module 160 to the 
central controller module 115. The central controller modulo 115 may then govern 
access lo the community stored on data storage module 160 in accordance with the 
provided list of users. The "community" in Harvey is clearly NOT a plurality of 
members of one of the plurality of peer groups configured to share a network service or 
content with other members of that peer group only, so that said peer group defines a 
limited domain of availability for said network service or said content. Applicants note 
that the Examiner did not include any rebuttal of this argument in the Final Action. 

Applicants remind the Examiner that anticipa tion requires the presence in a single 
prior art reference disclosure of e ach and every limit ation of the claimed invention, 
arranged as in the claim . M.P.E.P 2131; Ltiulemann Maschinenfabtik GmbH v. American 
Hoist A Derrick Co., 22 1 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed, Cir. 1984). The klcntical invention must 
be shown in as com plete detail as is contained in the claims. Richardson v. Suzuki Motor 
Co., 9 USPQ2d 1913, 1920 (Fed. Cir. 19S9). As discussed above, Harvey clearly fails to 
disclose the specific combination of limitations recited in Applicants* claim 1. Therefore, 
Harvey cannot be said to anticipate claim 1. 

Thus, for at least the reasons presented above, the rejection of claim 1 is not 
supported by the cited prior art and removal thereof is respectfully requested. Similar 
remarks as those above regarding claim 1 also apply to claim 70. 
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Regarding claim 2, in the Response to Arguments section of the Final Action, the 
lixnmincr asserts thai Harvey states, k6 this invention relates to the use of various 
communications protocols in order to distribute and enable community applications and 
information through a public or privute network to enable users to interact and 
communicate wilh like-minded communities," in column 1, lines 9-35, The Examiner 
assorts that, therefore, Harvey discloses the invention as claimed. However, 
comm unication protocols for distri b uting applicatio ns a nd informa tion arc not the same 
as, and have nothing to do wilh, mem bershi p protocols for joining a pcc/_g£oua, 
implemented by a memb ership service, as recited in claim 2, 

Also regarding claim 2, contrary to the Examiner's previous assertion, Harvey 
fails to disclose, in column 11, lines 28-50 or elsewhere, a pefer-to-pcc r__ network 
en vironme nt, , .wherein said common set of services comprises a mcmb crshia_s crvice , 
wherein said membership service implements a me mbership protocol for joining a peer 
ijroijR such that any peer in the peer-to-pcer network environment may apply for 
membership in the peer group in accordance with the membership protocol. Applicants 
respectfully assert that, in column 11, lino 28-50, Harvey discloses that, in the process of 
creating a community, the creator may designate a privacy level for the community that 
may indicate what users (clients) may access the community (column 11, lines 28-31). 
As previously noted, Harvey discloses that a community is created by a c reator via the 
cent Ira] [ control ler modu le 115, is stored in data storage module 1 60. and access to the 
community is controlled by a serve r (central controller module 115) in accordance with a 
client/server model . The pri vacy level disclosed by Harvey is simply a parameter of the 
community that may be set by the creator to indicate what users (clients) may access the 
community stored in data storage module 160 via the server (central controller module 
] 1 5) in accordance wilh the client/ server model, and may be set to a level that allows any 
user (client) to access the community via the central controller module 1 15 or set to other 
levels that restrict access to certain users to varying degrees. Again, this has nothing to 
do with membershi p protocols for j oining u peer group , as recited in claim 2. 
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Applicants respectfully assert thai, for at least the reasons presented above, 
Harvey does not teach or suggest, in column 1 1, lines 28-50, or elsewhere, a inenihcrshjE 
service, which is one of a common set of services defined by a peer group and available 
to members of that peer group, wherein said membership service implements a 
membership proto col for joinin g a peer t;roup such that any peer in the pecr-to-pcer 
network environment may apply for membership in the peer group in accordance with the 
membership protocol 

Tims, for at least the reasons presented above, the rejection of claim 2 is not 
supported by the cited prior art and removal thereof is respectfully requested. Similar 
remarks as those above regarding claim 2 also apply to claims 28, 44, 71 > and 87. 

Regarding claim 3, in the Response to Arguments section of the Pinal Action, the 
Examiner reaffirms his rejection according to the cited paragraphs and also asserts that 
Harvey, column 11, line 62 - column 12, line 37, discloses that, "If the client application 
is not received directly from one of the assistant managers, a user may be prohibited from 
accessing the community" The BxaminerN previous rejection relied on column 11, lines 
51-61, as teaching claim 3. However, as discussed in Applicants' response to the 
previous Office Action, Harvey discloses that, in the process of creating a community, 
the creator may designate, specific users that may perform certain junctions within the 
community (column 11, lines 51-53). One of the functions that may be delegated to a 
specific user may bo that of approving individuals to join the community (column 11, 
lines 56-57); in other words, one of the functions delegated to a user may bo that of 
appr oving which clients (users) may access the community via the central c ontroller 
modu le 1 15 , As previously noted, Harvey discloses that a community is created by a 
creator via the central controller mo du le 1 15, is stored in data sto r age module 16 0, and 
access to tho community is controlled by a server (central controller module 115), The 
Ikocfions disclosed by Harvey are simply roles or tasks to be performed for the 
community hfiStyd by the central cont rolle r module 11 5 that may be deleg ated by the 
creator to particular users. Applicants respectfully assert that a creator of a community 
delegating a function to a user/client of the community hosted by a server (central 
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controller module 1 15) is distinctly different than a member of a peer group configured lo 
provide a membership service for a poor group in a pecr-to-peer networking environment. 
Furthermore, claim 3 recites, "said membership service for said peer group impj emcntg a 
pic mhorsh ip p olicy for said peer group rcstricj ing which pe ers in thc _ peer-to-pccr 
network en vironment ar c allowed to join said peer group." There is nothing in the 
Examiner's previous or additional citations, or elsewhere in Harvey, to disclose that 
designated members approve access to a community according to a membership, policy 
R>r gp^tjiselinS^^llg fa P ccr * aro Bl teHggd 1» a P ccr g™ Q P> as recited in claim 3. 

Thus, for at least the reasons presented above, the rejection of claim 3 is not 
supported by the cited prior art and removal thereof is respectfully requested. Similar 
remarks as those above regarding claim 3 also apply to claims 29, 45, 56, 63, 72, and 92. 

Regarding claim 3, in the Response to Arguments section of the Final Action, the 
Examiner points to column 18, lines 45-60, wherein Harvey stales, "An email sent to a 
list may be distributed to all currently subscribed members of the list." The Kxaminer 
asserts, 'This statement means that a peer group message sent by one of the members of 
the [said] peer group is sent to the members of said peer group but not outside said peer 
group/ 1 However, this citation describes mailing lists , to which users may subscribe. 
Mailing lists aro clearly not the same as "peer groups 1 ' of a peer-to-peer network, as 
would be understood by those of ordinary skill in the art. There is nothing in Harvey to 
teach that such a mailing l ist defines or is restricted to a peer group,, in a pecr-to-pcer 
net work , as recited in claim 8. 

Furthermore, contrary to the Examiner's previous assertion, Harvey fails to 
disclose, in column 17, line 64-column 18, line 2, or elsewhere, a pccr-lo-peer network 
environment... wherein said pggiLgrotip d efines an implicit scope fo r all pecr_grom> 
i^^^riginatip g wilhin sa i d peer grou p, so that aj>S£Lfiro»P message sent by onopf 
thern^nberso^ 

said pee r group , for at least the reasons presented for claim 1. In column 17, line 64- 
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column 18, line 2, Harvey simply discloses an announcements sc reen where tcxl 

messages may bo posted. This is clearly disclosed in Harvey, column 10, tines 37-40: 

A creator may select what text will be displayed on the announcements 
screen, as well as the text content on the announcements screen associated 
with an announcements tab. Text may include greetings, community news, 
announcements, or other information associated with the community. 

Applicants respectfully assert that posting text messages such as "greetings, 
community news, announcements, or other information" to an a nnouncements screen is 
clearly not the same as, or even suggestive of, the sending of BSgLSSa&B messages to the 
members of a peer group. Applicants note that the latter involves the transmission or 
broadcast of peer group messages formatted in accordance with a protocol via a 
communications channel from one peer group member to one or more other peer group 
members. Applicants stress that posting tex t messages has nothing to do with pecr-to- 
peer communications. 

Thus, for at least the reasons presented above, the rejection of claim 8 is not 
supported by the cited prior art and removal thereof is respectfully requested. Similar 
remarks as those above regarding claim 8 also apply to claim 75. 

Regarding claim 19, in the Response to Arguments section of the Final Action, 
lhe Examiner points to Harvey, column 5, line 54 - column 6, line 9, which states, 
"Communication application modules 155a and 155b need not be the same specific 
software so long a communication between them is according to standard protocols so 
that messages sent and received can be recognized." The Examiner asserts that this 
passage teaches that said protocols arc platform independent as to programming language 
implementations. However, this citation describes one or more coj^nmip^Uion 
applica tion mod ules 155, which "may comprise an e-mail application such as Microsoft 
Beyond Mail.TM., Ncrscape Mail.TM., Eudora Pro.TM., or the like, and must also 
comprise an application which can establish a persistent connection to network 150 " 
These modules arc used to connect a computer to a network and to distribute applications 
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and information. They arc not p rotocols for joining and lcavi ne said yiccr group and lor 
gJiaihlg^id nc twoi^ service o r content within said peer group , as recited in claim 19. 

1'UrLlicrmorc, contrary to the Examiner's previous assertion, Harvey fails lo 
disclose, in column 9, lines 10-32, column 6, line 47-colunin 7, line 6, or elsewhere, a 
peer-to -peer network environment, wherein said common set of services available to 
members of said peer group implement protocols f or j oining and le aving said peer group 
and for sharing said network service or content within said peer group, wherein s^jd 
protoc ols ..ar^pJMfbiwJ inde pendent as to pro gramming l an guage imple me ntations and 
nctworkjmnsport fo r said comm o n set of servi ces. In column 9, lines 10-32 % Harvey 
discloses, "standard community templates and application objects". In column 9, lines 
21-22, Harvey discloses that, "standard application objects" may be available to nil users. 
In column 6, line 47-coiumn 7, line 6, Harvey discloses a dala storage module 160 that 
stores M fi|cs associated with various applications which are accessed by users stationed at 
dientO-i<T (column 6 7 lines 47-49). Again, Applicants note that access to datastorage 
modul e 160 by cli ents 110 , and thus access to the standard appli cat ion objects , is 
controlled by cen tral controll er module 1 1S » Applicants further respectfully assert that, 
neither in the cited passages nor elsewhere, docs Harvey teach or suggest erotocols for 
±qi»ing a nd leaving a peer group and f or sharing netw ork services or con tent within a 
pe er group , wherein the protocols arc platform in depe ndent as to pro gra mming lang uage 
jnrpjementatio ns and netw or k transport . Nowhere does Harvey teach or suggest the 
notion of platform-independent protocols for these functions. 

Thus, for at least the reasons presented above, the rejection of claim 19 is not 
supported by the cited prior art and removal thereof is respectfully requested. Similar 
remarks as those above regarding claim 19 also apply to claims 38, 49, 60 and 67. 

Regarding claims 20, 27, 80, 90, 96, 97 and 99, similar arguments as made above 
for claims 1 and 2 apply. Thus, the rejection of claims 20, 27, 80, 90, 96, 97, and 99 is 
not supported by the cited prior art and removal thereof is respectfully requested. 
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Regarding claim 39, 86 s 91, and 98, similar arguments as made above for claim 1 
and 2 apply. Specifically, Applicants respectfully assert that Harvey fails to disclose, in 
column 4, lines 20-43 or elsewhere, a common set of services to be inslantiatccLwIUim 
i he peer firoup hv members of the peer ur onp. 

In further regard to claim 39, S6, 91, and 98, Applicants note that the lixamincr 
cites column 13, lines 5-26, and asserts that "an invitation serves the purpose of an 
advertisement/' The Examiner is incorrect. An invitation is not an advertisement that 
comprises an identifier for the peer group, a description of a common sot of services to be 
instantiated within the peer group by members of the peer group, and a membership 
service advertisement indicating how others peers may request to join the peer group. 
Furthermore, for Che standard of anticipation, it is not sufficient that the prior art teach 
something that serves the snmc purpose. For example, two different systems that serve 
Ihc same purpose, but work in different ways are not identical under the standard of 
anticipation. This is well settled law, Anticipation requires the identical invention. Also, 
Unrvey discloses that the invitation disclosed in column 13, lines 5-26 is sent to jnvit^l 
users. Applicants' claim 39 slates Lhat at least a portion of an advertisement is published , 

In the Response to Arguments section of the Final Action, the Examiner restates 
his assertion that invitations servo the purpose of advertisement. He also asserts that 
advertisements of products and services are mentioned throughout the reference, that it 
was well known in the art at the time of the invention to advertise, and that, thus, Harvey 
overcomes the invention as claimed. The Examiner seems to be contradicting his earlier 
position lhat the invitations oT Harvey are analogous to the advertisements of the present 
invention. Furthermore, in Harvey, advertisements of products and services are not the 
same as an advertis ement f or a peer grou p, as recited in claim 39, which comprises the 
elements recited therein. 

la further regard to claim 39, 86, 91, and 98, Applicants strongly disagree that the 
comm unity idcnl ifica lion in formation disclosed by Harvey in column 7, line 58-column 
8, line 11 is analogous to an ulcntifier for (he peer group comprised in the advertisement. 
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Further, nowhere m Harvey can Applicants find that the commm\i,ty idcnlifigjUjon 
information disclosed in column 7, line 58-column 8 is included in an advertisement for 
Hie community, nor in an "invitation" for the community. 

Thus, for at least the reason.*? presented above, the rejection of claims 39, 86, 91, 
and 98, is not supported by the cited prior art and removal thereof is respectfully 
requested. 

Regarding claim 50 and 61, similar arguments as made above for chum 1 and 2 
apply. In addition, Applicants note that the Examiner cites column 16, lines 50-59 as 
teaching E^notLc^_conljii urcd to pa rtici pate in a. peer discove ry protocol tojbscoyer 
L>ihcr p eer nodes a nd discover one or more peer groups, wh cgjo^ddigfi ovcrinK OQ PJBC 
mQn?,gSigJflSLU« comprises discovering o n e or more gc cjLgmaLM^^ &Ub& 
peer groups . Applicants note thai, in the cited passage, Harvey teaches a tool bar on a 
graphic interface that may allow a user to browse through a hierarchical structure that 
organizes various communities. Applicants strongly disagree that a lool bar and graphic 
interface as described in the cited passage that allow a user to visually browso various 
communities have anything at all to do with peer nodes configured to participate in a 
peer discovery protocol to dis cover other p eer nodes and peer grou ps, nor with a subset 
of peer nodes being configured to parti cipate in a p ee r membersh i p protocol Jfpr joinipq 
said di scovere d ur oups , as recited in claim 50. 

In the Response to Arguments section of the Final Action, the Examiner states 
thnt, "Harvey discloses implementing various protocols as mentioned earlier and 
elsewhere in die reference." However, as previously discussed, the only protocols 
mentioned in Harvey arc communication protocols for a computer connecting to a 
network and for distribution of information and applications. Nowhere does Harvey 
disclose a E3J^1j%j^jxE'PjP- g6] for P ec r nodes in a nccr-to-pccr network tojjiscoyer 
ot her peer nodes. 
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The Examiner also points to column 17, line 43 - column 18, line 2 and asserts 
thai Harvey stales thai, "... the names of communities will provide an indication of the 
relative sizes and activity levels of a community, as well as an indication of how n user 
may join the community " However, this passage specifically refers to a navigation 
fu nction that a user may select "once the user has experienced a community" as stated in 
column 17, line 44, and information about the community that is displayed in a browser . 
There is nothing in tins passage, or elsewhere in Harvcy> to teach that this indication of 
how a user may join a community involves a jjccr membership protocol for ioinmjisaid 
discovered groups , as recited in claim 50. 

Thus, for at least the reasons presented above, contrary to the Examiner's 
assertion, Harvey fails to disclose the limitations of claim 50, Therefore, for at least the 
reasons presented above, the rejection of claim claims 50 and 61 is not supported by the 
cited prior art and removal thereof is respectfully requested. 

Section 103(a) Rejections : 

The Examiner rejected claims 12-15, 24-26, 69 and 78-79 under 35 U.S.C, § 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Harvey as applied to claim 1 above, and further in 
view of McLaughlin ct al. (U.S. Patent 6,272,386) (hereinafter "McLaughlin"), claims 
16-18 as being unpatentable over Harvey as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view 
of Lang ct al, (U.S. Patent 5,867,799) (hereinafter "Lang"), claim 37 as being 
unpatentable over ifarvcy and McLaughlin as applied to claims 20 and 35 above, and 
further in view of Lowery et aL (U.S. Publication 2002/0107935) (hereinafter "Lowcry"). 
Applicants respectfully traverse these rejections for at least the reasons presented above 
regarding the independent claims, Accordingly, removal of the 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
rejections is respectfully requested. 

In regard to the rejections under both § 102(c) and § 103(a), Applicants also assert 
that numerous ones of the dependent claims recite further distinctions over the cited art. 
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However, since the rejections have been shown lo be unsupported for the independent 
claims, a further discussion of the dependent claims is not necessary al this time. 
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CONCLUSION 



Applicants submit the application is in condition Tor allowance, and notice to that 
effect is respectfully requested. 

If any fees are due, the Commissioner is authorized to charge said fees to 
Moycilons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert, & Goclzel, P.C. Deposit Account No. 501505/5681- 
07000/RCK. 

Also enclosed herewith are the following items: 
Q Return Receipt Postcard 
[J Petition for Extension of Time 

□ Notice of Change of Address 

□ Other: 



Mcycrtons, Hood, Kivlin, Kowcrt, & God/el, P.C. 

P.O. Box 398 

Austin, TX 78767-0398 

Phone: (512) 853-8850 

Dale: January 3 . 2006" 



Respectfully submitted, 




Reg. No. 39,255 

ATfORNEY FOR APPLlCANT(S) 



Meyi-rtoilS, Hood, Kivlin, Kowert & Goctrcl, P.C. 



16 



IO/OSJ.547 (JoSl-OTOOWIOS) 



PAGE lOM'RCVDAT 11312006 7:32:10PM [Eastern Standard rone] * SVR:USPTO€FXRF«34 » DN1S:2738300 * CSID: 4 DURATION (mm«sj:04.24 



